Family business is one of the things in the past, also is the existing way, the model of the future. Based on the 1420 private companies listed in China for 7 years (2006-2012), data statistical analysis found that with the increasing of the year, two rights separation degree of private enterprises were falling. As the change of the institutional environment, involved in the enterprise internal members of the family are increasing, and the source is also diversified. Listed on the mainland China for 717 family enterprises 7 years (2006-2012), the data of empirical test showed that the family members involved in the enterprise are advantageous to the family firm social emotional wealth preservation; the relationship of core family and family enterprise social emotional wealth behavior had a direct relationship. The improvement of the external institutional environment also be advantageous to the family enterprise social emotional wealth preservation, and the external environment will also be able to change influence of the family members involved in the enterprise to family enterprise social emotional wealth preservation behavior. The outbreak of the financial crisis eases the contradiction between the members of the family and the common crisis awareness, which shows the relationship between brothers and relatives and friends with the core family relationship (marriage) family members for the preservation of the family enterprise social emotional wealth which make greater contribution than the second direct generation.
Introduction
Since the kick-off of 3rd Plenary Session of 11th Central Committee of the Communist Party of China (CPC) in 1978, along with the "Reform and Opening Up" policy, the potential of marketability of China's economic system has been more and more obvious, and the potential of private economy has been released as well. Benefited from policy superiority, private firms in China have become the main component of national economy. Recently, the 3rd Plenary Session of 18th CPC Central Committee was held in Nov. 2013, not only reiterated the importance of market economy in China, but also strengthened the confidence of China's private entrepreneurs. What should be mentioned is that the divergence between ownership and control rights had not been impaired by the market economy reform, but had been reinforced by the family involvement. Therefore, this paper counted the proportion of the actual control-rights and the proportion of the actual ownership based on 7 (2006-2012) years' data of 1420 private-listed firms in China from the database of China Stock Market Accounting Research (CSMAR). The fluctuations of the two proportions could be seen in Figure 1 , which also showed the fitting curves of the two lines from 2006 to 2012. Figure 1 demonstrates that from 2006 to 2012, both the proportion of the actual control-rights and the proportion of the actual ownership went up. In fact, the data confirmed that the divergence of ownership and controlrights declined 0.7% from 2006 to 2012. Although this change might have many secondary causes, the principal social cause remained as the most significant and relevant one. Firstly, after family members were embedded into the family enterprises, the divergence between ownership and control-rights would be more than likely undermined. (In reality, according to Chinese Family Business Report: in 2011, 85.4% private firms were family firms). In addition, while the market economy reform liberated the development potential for private firms, it also intensified their sense of crisis at the same time, especially private family firms, which would eventually push family members to participate in their own family business. Therefore, in the following research, this paper would unveil. Which family members had participated in the private firms? What effects had been brought by family involvement to firm governance? Could the external environment change bring any impacts on the family members' behaviours?
Theory Analysis and Hypothesis

Family Firm Research and Family Involvement Motivation
The phenomenon of terminology overlap and empirical results contradiction is common in family firm researches [1] . Asaba, S. (2012) argues that the family firms can reduce the agent conflicts which can be seen in [2] reconciled the two contrary arguments. However, there are still certain unsolved concerns to explain the firms' behaviour and family members' action. Here comes the question, why more and more family members became employees of family firms? Under situation like this, the socioemotional wealth theory reveals its vitality. According to the recent studies, the socioemotional wealth should include the family's power and effects in the firm, the needs of family members' ascription sense and intimation, the continuation of family values, the altruism among family members, the family's social capital and the family firm's heritage at least [3] . When conducting the strategic planning, family firms should take socioemotional wealth into consideration as a key component. What is more, if the family loses the control-rights, their socioemotional wealth would be challenged by nonfamily members. Indeed, comparing to the control-right, the ownership is a basic power. Thus, the socioemotional wealth is linked not only to the control-rights but also to the ownership. Therefore, another question, is it the ownership or the control-rights, would influence the socioemotional wealth eventually? The loss of socioemotional wealth will lead to the desalination affection among family members, the drop of family's social status, disappointment against members' original expectations, etc.
As a result, we consider that protecting the socioemotional wealth is not only the ultimate aim for family members, but also an important strategic action for family enterprise operation.
Family Involvement and Socioemotional Wealth
Following the step of Le Breton-Miller, L. & Miller, D.
[2], we also believe that the socioemotional wealth affects the whole operation process of family enterprise. In their research, as the family business grows, the ownership and control-rights will be shifted from the individual founder to the founder's family, and finally dominated by "Cousin Consortia". Exactly as they pointed out that family involvement is the root of transformation of ownership and control-rights. Obviously, we do find evidence from the 1,420 private-listed firms in China. Based on the data from CSMAR, this paper classifies the family members embedded into the family firms according to different types of GUANXI (literally meaning relationship), which can be seen from Figure 2 . illustrates that of all the family members involved in the business, the first generation of direct folks occupies the most seats, and then followed by the second generation, the first generation of affinity and the first generation of collateral series. Only few members from the third generation participate in the business. Actually, when the firm was established, only a few people from the core family were embedded in the firm. With the progress of the firm, the status of founders has been confirmed. Then, the board is elected to meet the request of legitimacy, especially when the firm goes public. As the family business expands, collisions between the first generation and the second generation intensified, the conflicts among different relatives aggravated at the same time. Thus how to manage the large family enterprise has become a thorny issue. On one hand, in order to balance the interests, ease conflicts, and maintain harmonious relationship, people outside the core family are needed to add some diversity to the Board, in the form of specialized committee. On the other hand, along with the family enterprise expansion, the impact and the image will appear particularly eye-catching to the public, pressure from social responsibility will rise as well. As a result, nonfamily members are called to be introduced to the board. We name them as "conciliators". However, the "conciliators" do not have economic priorities but only provide cognate assistance. Based on the above theoretical analysis, we propose:
Hypothesis 1a: family involvement is positive with socioemotional wealth protection; Hypothesis 1b: Different family member performance distinct behaviors in socioemotional wealth protection.
External Environment Change and Family Involvement
The quality of external environment reflects the degree of system risk in business. Here, we focus the external environment change on institutional environment. Based on Agency Cost (AC) Theory and Resource-Based View (RBV), the previous studies discuss that: there is an alternative relationship between institutional environment and family involvement. In the perspective of AC, the better the institutional environment, the lower the family involvement. This phenomenon is explained by RBV as the following: the decline is caused by advantages of social capital, which has been replaced by business resources during the process of market reform. La Porta, R., et al. [4] reasons out that if the change of institutional environment is not conducive to protect investors, the number of family firm will be down gradually. Considering the theory of the socioemotional wealth, the family firm's attitude and behavior depends on the nature of the risk in the future [5] . After all, if the risk happens later, the whole family will be affected [6] . They may lose their properties agglomerating all of the families' painstaking efforts. In contrast, some studies have questioned the argument of AC and RBV. They find that during the period of economic transition, institutional environment improvement and economic development attract more family members [7] . Here, we have Figure 2 in the following to support Chen's point, which shows a positive correlation between institutional environment improvement and family involvement. Besides, there is a neutral statement proposed by Miller, D. et al. [2] : the changes of external environment change play an important role as regulation mechanism in adjusting the effects of family involvement in firm governance. Benefited by the economic reform in China, the external environment change has kept a staggering growth trend in the past 35 years. Therefore, we propose the following: 
Data and Method
Data Collection
It is easy to define a firm，however it is complicated to define a firm as a family firm. A family firm may become a nonfamily firm referring to stringent standards. In this paper, we define family firm under a loose concept, if the firm is controlled by family or natural person, it could be defined as a family firm. Based on CSMAR, we collected 717 firms that meet this notion as of December 31st, 2009.
Measurement
Family Involvement
How to measure family involvement, especially the degrees of family involvement? If only one person is em-bedded in the firm that can make family involvement, all of our samples are family involvement firms. We jump out of the limitation of previous studies, and attempt to distinguish the different degrees of family involvement among family firms. Luckily, we conceive this variable through 103 words which represent the Chinese GUANXI. Firstly, we distinguish four basic types of GUANXI: couples (gf), parentage (gs), brothers (kf) and relatives (ks).
Among which, the "g" represents the "direct folks"; the "k" represents the "collateral series"; the "f" represents the first generation; and the "s" represents the "second generation". We must take further clarification that the "ks" also includes the relationship of affinity. What should be pointed out is that we do not consider the third generation in our empirical study (because there are only 3 observations in our sample).
Then we define the "gf" as the core GUANXI, which correlates with other ones. Thus, 8 types of GUANXI are presented to us: "gf", "gfkf", "gfgs", "gfgskf", "gfks", "gfkfks", "gfgsks" and "gfgskfks". In the next section, we are trying to tie up each GUANXI with a different family involvement utilizing dummy variables.
Family Firm Governance
In the theoretical analysis, we consider socioemotional wealth protection as the motivation of family involvement, and as result family involvement impacts family firm governance. In previous studies, the family business governance measurement mainly focuses on the internal structure of the Board and team structure of top management. Common measurement indicators include the size of the Board, independence of Board, CEO Duality, etc [8] . In our study, we consider three data: the sum of squares of 10 top circulating stock shareholders shareholding ratio (herfindahl_10), the sum of squares of different strategic shareholders shareholding ratio (shrhfdm) and the separation of the ownership and control-rights (vc). These data can reflect the comprehensive governance level of family firms, and are closely related to socioemotional wealth. Mean while we acquiesce that the higher the herfindahl_10 and the shrhfdm, the lower the vc, and the better for socioemotional wealth preservation.
External Environment Change
In the past research, external environment change is usually reflected by Fan Gang's (Chinese: 樊刚, one of China's most prominent economists) edition of market index. Notably, many survey based indicators in this index are not being reinvestigated when confronting new situations, thus making the index lose its original meaning of measurement. Meanwhile, due to GDP data adjustment by National Bureau of Statistics and some incomplete data, the reliability and representativeness of Fan's edition of market index is debatable. Considering that the data quality may influence the research, we adopt "local family firms' operating income in current year" and "all local firms' operating income in current year" to construct a new index, namely, the privatization process, or provrevenue. In the empirical test, we utilize this index to reflect external environment change. Additionally, we define the time before 2008 is the pre-crisis period (PC), the time from 2008 to 2009 is the crisis period (IC), the time after 2009 is the later period (LC) and the time from 2006 to 2012 is the Research Interval (P).
Control Variables
When the family business performance is beyond expectations, the owners are more likely to think about business sustainability [9] . Based on this fact, the variables representing business performance are named as control variables. In this paper, control variables include: the performance (t40401); the listed age of the firm (age) and its square (age_2); the size of the firm (empnum-the number of the employees) and the industry (indcd_c/ indcd_m/indcd_j/indcd_o).
The statistics of the variables (which are used to test the hypotheses) and the correlations between each other can been seen from Table 1 .
Method
Based on 7 years panel data, we choose the random effects models. There are some legitimate reasons what we have squared up. Firstly, the panel data includes the larger information than cross-sectional data and time-series data. It can make up for the bias of omitted variables which often occur in instrumental variables regression. Secondly, the individual should be treated as a random, generally [10] . Last but not least, compared to the number of the firms (717), the number of the years (7) is tinny. In order to guarantee the freedom of variables, it is better to avoid choosing the fixed effects model. We also take the Breusch-Pagan Test after each regression in the process of the empirical research, and the good side is that the results of the B-P tests support our choice.
Models
In order to examine the Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b, we build model 1: 
Results
Tables 2-4 present the results of our estimation. We show three different model specifications. In (1) the regression contains the whole data, in (2) the regression only includes the data of PC and in (3) Table 3 . External environment change, FI and firm governance (1).
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Family Involvement and Firm Governance
We first examine whether family involvement is positive with socioemotional wealth protection (Hypothesis 1a) and whether different family members perform distinct behaviors in socioemotional wealth protection (Hypothesis 1b) at the firm governance level. The results offer some support for Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b, as can be seen from Table 2 . Table 4 . External environment change, family involvement and firm governance (2).
( Consistent with Hypothesis 1a, the ks involvement is proportional to herfindahl_10 (see Table 2 ), and socioemotional wealth will gain benefits from the increase of herfindahl_10. Although some of the variables are not outstanding, the coefficients of the 4 out of 8 types of GUANXI differentiated from each other (see Table 2 ). This is unanimous with Hypothesis 1b. Per the influence that family involvement imposed on shrhfdm, under remarkable situations, various family members' involvement contributes to the dispersion. In Table 2 , only the gs is negative with vc in the period of PC (but it is not significant). The results confirm that the effect of gf is not a like that of ks in socioemotional wealth protecting behaviors at the lamination of firm governance, and that in accordance with Hypothesis 3, the crisis can change the family members' action to protect socioemotional wealth (by comparing the LC data regressions to the PC data regressions).
External Environment Change, Family Involvement and Firm Governance
For the improvement of the external environment change (Hypothesis 2), we find that during the period of P/LC, the higher level the provrevenue, the greater theherfindahl_10 (p < 0.01); during the period of P, the higher level the provrevenue, the smaller the shrhfdm (p < 0.01); during the period of LC, the higher level the provrevenue, the greater the shrhfdm (p < 0.1), and the effect of provrevenue on vc is not considerable. When taking the variable of provrevenue into models, the changes of ks affect not only coefficients but also the significances. This result suggests that family involvement does affect the family firm governance in the term of the shareholding structure which is closely tied to socioemotional wealth. Finally, we draw the conclusion that the amelioration of the external environment change is positive with socioemotional wealth protection.
In order to test whether it is a substitute or complementary relationship between external environment change and family involvement, we hinges on the sign and significance of coefficients for family firm governance (herfindahl_10/shrhfdm/vc). The results (which have been declared in Table 4 ) present that only few interaction items are significant (p < 0.1). Most negative coefficients imply a substitute relationship in which higher provrevenue predicts less family involvement. Just as all of the coefficients are not significant, we have to accept the argument that the external environment change improvement has the function to adjust family members' behavior in socioemotional wealth protection (Hypothesis 3), yet we cannot confirm a substitute relationship between external environment change and family involvement. Although this paper does not depict an exact relationship between institutional environment and family involvement, it interrogates the previous theories, both AC and RBV.
In empirical tests, we also investigated the interaction between family involvement and external environment change, finding that even some original variable symbols have changed; they are still not that considerable. Additionally, we did some inspections to test the rubustness of the results. First of all, we get the similar results by carrying out regression test, which is done through the control ship of heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation. Next, we build a marketization index (the ratio of private-listed enterprises to all local enterprises) to conduct the regression test, and the results are basically the same. Finally, we examine different family members' behaviors during the period of IC, finding the result similar with these during the period of LC. The difference is that the greater impact family involvement imposed on shrhfdm, the more prominent coefficients are.
Discussion and Conclusion
In the field of strategic management, most empirical work is based on AC or stewardship. Contrary to this existing path, our empirical study is in the view of socioemotional wealth. Considering that preserving socioemotional wealth is the key motivation of family involvement and that firm governance is closely linked to socioemotional wealth protection, we eventually draw a conclusion that the family involvement has the function to affect firm governance. Before economic crisis, the impact family involvements imposed on family firm governance mainly focus on family enterprise shareholding ratios from different groups and separation between ownership and control rights. This phenomenon, in certain ways, indicates that the involvement of family members may cause the disturbance of family members. After economic crisis, shareholding ratios, to some extent, still carry some weight, but some influence wakens the awareness of threat within some family members after the crisis.
We also find that external environment change changes can affect socioemotional wealth via impact imposed on family involvement [1] . This point of view helps family involvement to preserve socioemotional wealth as the amelioration of institutional environment goes on, but weakens family business control ship from one single family. Also, when the family enterprises are being threatened, alertness from family members will be aroused, thus arousal of sense of crisis contributes to socioemotional wealth preservation. Furthermore, we find that when the survival of family enterprises is under threat, strength from the first generation should not be underestimated while the strength from the second generation seems somewhat fragile. This may be explained that on one side, the strength from second generation is not vigorous enough; on the other side, many second generation themselves are united with their parents.
Although our study utilizes cross-sectional data and time data, subdivides family involvement in internal family enterprise, and investigates different members' attitude towards socioemotional wealth preservation before and after the economic crisis. In the empirical test, some key variables, which affect family corporate governance variables, are still not that significant. We also look into the effect of institutional environment on family involvement, but the interaction model is not that striking. Ultimately, our study is based on the theory of socioemotional wealth, and the empirical results back up Millers' opinion. This is merely a beginning. In our study, we only inspect the impact on family business governance behavior considering family involvement, while the impact on daily activities of family enterprises still needs further verification. Furthermore, the measurement of socioemotional wealth and its allocation among different family members, and different family members' attitudes and behaviors in different periods, will be the direction of our future efforts.
